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Why a Minnesota Academy of Science
V. ELVING ANDERSON
President
What is the point of having a Minnesota Academy of
Science? Are there not enough other organizations seeking members and using their time, energies, and funds?
Furthermore, is it not difficult for a society to function
with purposes as global and diffuse as those of the Academy - the advancement of pure and applied science
through the fostering of research, education, and understanding?
Such questions help to sharpen the problems faced by
the Academy as well as its opportunities. We are frankly not a pressure group with a clearly defined program
to promote. We have little to offer the person who is
content within the boundaries of his specialty. The 1400
members form a very small fraction of Minnesota's population, and each member is busy with other aspects of
professional life.
As I see it, the Academy has no reason to exist unless
it provides an effective means of sharing ideas and of
focusing attention. The sharing of ideas about science
and its relevance for our time can bring together biologists and chemists, scientists and educators, education
and industry, or all of these and the general public. The
Academy also serves to focus attention on science in
Minnesota, science in the public good, and science in
education. Some examples may make these functions
more explicit.
The annual meeting of the Academy has followed a
simple formula. Encourage Minnesota botanists to form
a "section" and meet to share research ideas and results.
Have persons in other disciplines form sections and meet
concurrently, with the hope that zoologists (for example)
might enjoy talking with chemists between sessions. Add
a group of high school teachers to discuss science education and to mingle with the professional scientists.
Round out the gathering with top science students so
that they can meet the scientists and also show them
what's happening in our schools. The trouble is that a
Friday and Saturday have not provided enough time )o
make all the possible advantages of such a meeting come
out right. We are looking for a new approach that will
make the 1965 meeting at Gustavus Adolphus College
( the first week in May) the best yet.
Three conferences have been held to bridge the possible gaps between education and industry. The first (Duluth, 1959) led to the formation of an Industry-Education Board. The second (Minneapolis, 1962) added
school board members and principals as participants,
and the discussion , emphasized the present significance
of computers. The topic shifted to Minnesota's agricultural industry for the third conference (Moorhead,
1963). Now we must consider how soon we should meet
again and what we should discuss.
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Other aspects of education, research, and public understanding might be handled more effectively at the
local or regional level. The Academy rules include a
provision for chapters, but few have been formed. A
regional meeting of students, teachers, and research scientists should provide mutual encouragement and might
also lead to solutions of practical problems facing the
area.
Most high school science teachers are reasonably well
informed about the new science curricula, but the significance of the changes involved is probably not yet
clear to parents and school administrators. It might help
to extend the Academy's Visiting Scientist program so
that the scientist has a .broader contact with the community during his visit.
The changes initiated with this issue of the Journal
were designed to strengthen the Academy's basic goals.
The more frequent publication should encourage letters, comments, and queries. We hope that the new arrangement of reports will appeal both to educators and
to research scientists. In fact we would hope that a sizable group of non-scientists will find the Journal an interesting way to gain some insight into the nature of the
scientific enterprise in the state.
An item of immediate concern for the Academy is
the need for nature preserves within the state. The Academy has cooperated with the University in developing
the Cedar Creek Natural History Area. The Nature Conservancy has established several smaller areas. Yet these
efforts alone are not sufficient to guarantee that lands
and waters are set apart for the purposes of preservation, research, and education. This summer we have initiated a preliminary survey of areas currently used by
high schools and colleges and other areas potentially
available within federal, state, county; municipal, or
private lands. A summary of these materials will be
included in a report from the Minnesota Outdoor Recreation Resources Commission to the state legislature.
I know of no other organization that is in a position
to strengthen science in Minnesota along these lines.
But possibilities will not become realities without a
more effective use of the activities already under way.
Specifically I would suggest the following:
1. Use this Journal effectively. Read it and react to it.
See that it gets into the hands of others who may be interested.
2. Consider the possibility of an Academy chapter in
your area.
3. Become acquainted with the science teaching in
your schools. Encourage good work and share in efforts
to improve programs and equipment.
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